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interpretation of the various biblical sources, for while such critical analysis might be of some use in helping us to appreciate the veracity of mutual claims and recriminations about origins, it does not actually clarify the matter of when the Jews and the Samaritans reached the point of no return in their mutual relationships, i.e., when it was possible to see the Samaritans as religiously and politically-perhaps also ethnically-distinct from the Jews. Instead, we should rather consider the views that Samaritans and Judaeans had of each other in the critical period, for their relationships were governed by their perceptions of each other, and especially by the Judaean perception of Samaritan origins. The breach which created two distinctive peoples stemmed from those perceptions in that period.
The current Samaritan view of their own origin is reasonably clear. They state in many of their polemics with the Jews that they are the true Bene Yisra'el-the biblical Israel-and that they are not Samaritans, that is, not 1)i'160 "Samarians," but n'nt, "'guardians."' The Samaritans use the name 13?iLU to imply that they are the true guardians of the law, the preservers of the genuine text of the Torah which the Jews have corrupted. In their claim they come close to the current scholarly view as put forth recently by Rita Egger2 that the term "Cutheans" in the rabbinic literature often refers not to the people to whom Mt. Gerizim was the holy place but to the Samarians, the settlers in Samiritis for whom the temple at Samaria established by Herod3 was the central place of the same languages as the Judaeans, had similar life-styles based on the commandments and moral values of the Pentateuch, and after the destruction of the Jerusalem temple in 70 CE, they tended to participate with the Judaeans in the political struggles against the governing powers even though they were moving apart in religious matters. While this does not ex post facto make them an offshoot of the biblical Israelites or yet a first century sect of the Jews,'0 there is enough evidence for us to see that in many respects they were a sect of the Jews and we should understand their rituals, beliefs, practices, and relationships with the Jews from this standpoint. 'l
The tannaim were certainly divided on this issue, and this division should in itself provide substantial clues to guide us in evaluating our meager information about Samaritan practices and beliefs in that period. Status within or without the Jewish people was determined by halakhic definitions inside various tannaitic texts. " The term "sect" is being used in the sense of a religious subgroup of a main religion that remains so close in belief and practice that it cannot be regarded as a different religion. Nor do the practices of the subgroup differ so much from the accepted practices of the main group that they are regarded as heretical. It must be suggested that while Samaritanism has the appearance of being Jewish, it is heterodox even in terms of what we see of pre-rabbinic Judaism, and we might be better arguing the case for the Samaritans as a pre-rabbinic Jewish sect. Support for this view might be found in the matter of circumcision among the Samaritans and in the light of several other rites. The Samaritans practice circumcision without peri'ah, the rending of the corona (I am indebted for this information to Reinhard Pummer) whereas the Jews do rend the corona. Yet recent researches into talmudic prescriptions for circumcision (by N. Rubin of Bar Ilan University to whom I am indebted for this information) have led to the conclusion that the Jewish practice of peri'ah is a secondary development and that the Samaritans have conserved a more primitive form of the rite. The Samaritan Sabbath is marked by few of the relaxations introduced by the Pharisees. The 'erub is not permitted. No warm food is eaten: neither candles nor other lights were permitted (though nowadays an electric light may be left on all night) and the distance traveled on the Sabbath is more tightly controlled than among the Jews. The Passover ritual is a pilgrimage and a sacrificial rite of the type prescribed in the Pentateuch and it lasts but one day. Immediately after the feast of the Passover begins the feast of matsot which is an independent feast lasting seven days. In other rites, such as the mezuzah, the Samaritans have not achieved the stability of rabbinic Judaism, for the mezuzah may be inside or outside the house, it may be a tablet of stone containing the Deacalogue, or it may hold the Shema' (Deut 6:4-9).
The Samaritans appeared to be neither in nor out, and their identity and legal status continued to perplex the tannaim who could not decide whether the Samaritans were to be considered as Gentiles or as Israelites until at least the fourth century CE.12 The view generally pertaining was that the Samaritans were not Jews by origin but that they were to be considered as true proselytes and therefore Jewish. There is adequate evidence from the mishnaic texts that Samaritans were treated as Jews by the first generation of the tannaim. Thus, in mKet 3.1-2 the fact that a Samaritan girl requires a monetary fine of fifty shekels from her seducer puts her on the same level as a Jewess, whereas non-Jewish girls are excluded from this law.'3 This text is instructive, for one can trace the levels of development of the law, and it is clear that until the mid-second century the Samaritans are considered to be Jews in the halakhah pertaining to marriage. However, within the general attitude one sees a range of particular viewpoints. Simeon ben Gamaliel, the father of R. Judah ha-Nasi, took the view that a Samaritan is like a Jew in all respects,14 whereas his son Judah took the view that a Samaritan is to be considered a non-Jew. On the other hand, a tanna of the previous generation, Eliezer ben Hyrcanus, was uncertain of the status of the Samaritans and put them in the class of people of doubtful status for the purposes of tithing"5 and marriage law.16 R. Akiba, whose life bridged the generation between Hyrcanus and Simeon ben Gamaliel, argued that the Cutheans were true proselytes and that the priests who were mixed with them were true priests. As I show below, it was only in the generation after Judah ha-Nasi,17 following the Bar Kokhba revolt, that we see the development of anti-Samaritanism in a series of negative statements by the rabbinic teachers culminating in the ruling (bHul 6a) that the Samaritans are unquestionably to be considered as Gentiles.
It was not only the tannaim who were uncertain of the status of the Samaritans. There is also the clear evidence from the writings of the early church fathers, who were concerned with the heresies of their day, that they regarded the Samaritans as Sadducees,18 as did the tannaim on occasion."9 It is not impossible that the Samaritans had a cordial relationship with the Sadducees20 and that there 17 Schiffman ("The Samaritans," pp. 336-337) argues that it was Judah ha-Nasi himself who added anti-Samaritan matter to the Mishnah during the process of redaction. His arguments have considerable merit in the matter of the growth of anti-Samaritan accretions in the Mishnah but are not convincing in identifying the Mishnah's redactor as the culprit in making these changes. 18 Cf. Epiphanius, Haeres 14. The fact that the Samaritans attributed canonical status only to the Torah out of all the Scriptures should not be taken as implying that they had no knowledge of the other biblical works. In view of their analogy to the Sadducees who emphasized the sanctity of the Torah, the restricted extent of the Samaritan canon is no guide to the date of the Samaritan schism though this fact has often been used in this context. If the Sadducees are not to be dated according to their reverence for the Torah, why should the Samaritans be so dated? It is evident from the report of the discussion between the Patriarch of the Sadducees and R. Meir (bSanh 90b) that the Samaritans knew the Psalms. There is no reason to doubt the talmudic discussion at this point (pace J. was some degree of cooperation between the Jerusalem and Gerizim priests, as has been argued by Coggins2' and Montgomery before him.22 Be that as it may, the fact that some of the Fathers identified the two sects with one another speaks for the Jewishness of the Samaritans and the nature of their practices.23 Among these we must include the observance of the Sabbath in the manner of the Sadducees rather than of the Pharisees.24
While the Gospel of John seems to be able to differentiate between Samaritans and Jews, that differentiation should be seen in the light of both the composition history of that Gospel25 and the fact that John 4:21 seems to suggest that the Samaritan God is the Jewish God. It may not be unreasonable to assume that in an age of sectarianism it was difficult for observers, Jewish and Gentile, to determine whether the Samaritans were Jews within the meaning of the halakhah.
Perhaps at this stage we should remind ourselves of a few basic data about the Samaritans. They were spread across the center of Palestine in a pale of settlement in Samaria, which seems to have extended quite far to the south towards Jerusalem (Acts 8:25 Cullmann regards this as the first Christian mission in a community which was not fully Jewish. However, his discussion of this point stretches the evidence by arguing that the purpose of the writer of Acts was to demonstrate that the preaching of the and lodging, pilgrims might be killed, as indeed happened during Cumanus' day (48-50 CE)37 when a Galilean pilgrim was murdered. The account of the incident is instructive, for we see that our prime source, Josephus, exaggerates the incident out of his known hostility to the Samaritans.38 A single pilgrim was killed and threatening crowds gathered on both sides, but tempers cooled down and no immediate riot occurred. We do not know the circumstances in which the murder occurred but Josephus implies that the cause was some sort of religious prejudice, for when the matter was reported in Jerusalem a crowd of hotheads, ignoring the restraining advice of the rabbinical authorities, marched on southern Samaria and butchered a substantial number of people.39 The end result was a hearing by the Roman authorities at which the Samaritans were exonerated, but in a subsequent hearing the Jews were placated by the death of a Roman tribune.40
Another a term which he appears to reserve for the Greek colons of Samaria in the part of his work relating to this period, and it is likely that these were not Samaritan Jews but Greek settlers in Samaria who were pro-Ptolemaic.43 However, we must recognize that at times Jews and Samaritans came to blows though this was rare rather than the norm. Indeed, even in the Babylonian Talmud (a work not normally favorably disposed to the Samaritans) a tanna of the late third century remarked that one could be alone with a Samaritan without fear for his life. While one could not sell the Samaritan an offensive weapon, it was not for fear that he would use it against a Jew but so that he might sell it to someone who would."
The Rehob mosaic supports the view that while the relationship between Jews and Samaritans was not one of friendship it was such that passions were generally controlled and cooperation was the norm. This mosaic, which deals with produce that was forbidden to Jews in the seventh year,45 shows us that the religious Jewish pilgrims were assured that they could find ritually clean victuals in the small country towns away from the centers of population, and this tradition is underscored by several New Testa- statement referring to sharing utensils which might not be ritually clean. While we might accept this opinion as the nature of the relationship with Greek-speaking Samarians, it was certainly not true of Judaean relationships with Samaritan Jews. We may also accept this as true of the larger towns-Sychar was eventually replaced by Neapolis,48 but we must assume that at this time49 it functioned as the principal town in the vicinity of Gerizim in place of Shechem-but as the Rehob mosaic demonstrates, this could scarcely have been true of the smaller towns and the villages.50
One obvious cause of the increasing difficulty between the Samaritans and the Judaeans of the Second Temple period was the fact that the Samaritans had a temple of their own on Mt. Gerizim, their holy mountain. Although it was destroyed before the first century BCE (by Hyrcanus in 128 BCE according to Josephus) and was never rebuilt, we cannot be certain that the sacrificial rite was not continued on the mountain in the ruined temple, and certainly what we know of that temple and its sacra has to be taken into 49 Some of the commentators writing before G. E. Wright's excavation of Shechem were puzzled as to why Sychar plays a role in this story that we might expect to have been played by Shechem. Various arguments have been offered to account for the appearance of the name Sychar, including the suggestion that Sychar is a misreading of Sychem or that it is a play on the word 1170 as a commentary either on the Samaritan religion or on Christianity. Before the building of Neapolis and after the destruction of Shechem it would have been logical to concentrate the center of the priestly administration in some town adjacent to Gerizim and near the Samaritan sacred sites to which the sacred associations could be transferred. Of all the towns available to the Samaritans we do not know why Sychar was seen as the logical substitute for Shechem. The site of 'Askar, about half a mile from Jacob's Well, might have been selected both because it has a reasonable water supply, a spring, but also because of its association with the sacred place. It is also astride the road from Galilee to Jerusalem. For older but instructive views see Cheyne and Black, "Sychar," Encyclopaedia Biblica (London, 1903; 2d ed. 1907).
50 See Massekhet Kutim, ed. R. Kirchheim, Shevac masekhtot Qetanot Yerushalmiyot, p. 35.6 and the comments by Kirchheim. Kirchheim understood the reason for waiting for three bakings in the villages before buying bread from them after the Passover to be that the villagers were in no way suspect of lack of care between leavened and unleavened bread but that they might have celebrated Passover a day earlier or later than the Jews. The wording of the passage makes it clear that the villagers were more conservative than the townsfolk. account in considering the relationship of Samaritans with Judaeans. The simple fact of the existence of the temple at Gerizim was probably a challenge to Jerusalem. Although there was at least one other Jewish temple in existence-that at Leontopolis in Egypt, which served the needs of the local Jewish community until 73 CE, and possibly several others,51 we may assume from Josephus' report of Demetrius' concession to Jonathan that these other temples were a thorn in the flesh of Jerusalem and had been promoted by the Greek rulers as a counter to the authority of Jerusalem.52 However, unlike the Leontopolis temple and the one at 'Araq el-Amir which were outside Palestine, and under Greek patronage, the Gerizim temple was almost certainly seen as a dangerous rival to the Jerusalem temple, since it was proximate to an ancient sacred city, Shechem, and its claims to a Jewish temple were not dependent upon Greek patronage.53 The temple at Gerizim was evidently a source of considerable friction between Jews and Samaritans even in Egypt, and on occasion in Palestine, although we cannot be sure that the friction was continuous in view of the alleged friendship between the Sadducees and the between Eliezer ben Simeon and the Samaritans over their reading of Gen 12:6 that by the mid-second century CE the Samaritan claims about Shechem were proving irksome to the tannaim.
In addition to the textual evidence utilized by the Samaritans to justify their claims that Shechem was a sacred city and that Gerizim was the sacred mountain on which God dwelt, the traditional sites of the tombs of some of the priests, such as Abisha and Pinhas, are near Gerizim at Awerta, and of course Joshua was said to have been buried at Timnat Serah (or Kfar Haris) in the same region. Jacob's well is traditionally located at the Helqat haSadeh, the parcel of ground near Shechem, and Jacob is also held to have been buried near Shechem. Though our Samaritan textual evidence (other than in the Samaritan Pentateuch) for the claim of equivalence between Bethel and Gerizim dates at the earliest in the fourth century CE,58 it is fairly clear from the evidence presented that this association was made during the period when the temple was standing and in operation, and we can see in such a claim an additional basis for the rivalry between Jerusalem and Gerizim, a basis that did not exist for the other Jewish temples of the period.
There must have been an additional basis for the rivalry between the temple at Gerizim and that at Jerusalem in the nature of the structure itself and the similarity of the sacrificial rites at the two sanctuaries. We are told several times by Josephus that the Gerizim temple was built on the model of the Jerusalem temple. That this was the case we can infer from the events reported in AJ 12. these and the sacrifices at Jerusalem that would clearly distinguish them from each other. In other words, the Samaritan sacrificial rites were clearly considered as equivalent to the sacrifices offered at Jerusalem. This is what we would have expected on the basis of the Samaritans' strictness in observing the tenets of the Pentateuch that the rabbis describe so frequently. We must assume that Samaritan temple offerings were based on the Pentateuch and their rituals and routines paralleled those of the Jerusalem temple, at least those which were derived solely from the Mosaic legislation in the period of the foundation of the Gerizim temple. Despite the speculations of scholars that the Gerizim temple was served by a non-Zadokite priesthood,59 the evidence points to a Zadokite priesthood officiating, for the priest initiating the ritual was Manasseh, a scion of the Jerusalem priesthood. We assume on the basis of Josephus' own testimony (see below) that Manasseh introduced no innovations in the sacrificial rites or in the nature of the officiating personnel but followed the established routines of Jerusalem. Josephus' account of the debate between the Jews and Samaritans before Ptolemy Philometer62 not only serves to strengthen our view that the Gerizim temple had a sacrificial ritual parallel to that in Jerusalem but also leads us to believe that the temple was structurally in imitation of the tabernacle and shrine of the temple in Jerusalem though surely on a smaller scale. Josephus' account clearly indicates that the objection to the Gerizim temple was based not on arguments against its ritual or style but that it was simply acknowledged by all to be secondary (and by implication, inferior) to that in Jerusalem. 63 We are in a position today to describe the Samaritan temple (or at least the sanctuary central to the temple) more closely than has been done before, for we see likenesses of it on the numerous oil-lamps that have currently been identified as Samaritan. On the basis of these pictorial representations we must take literally Josephus' observation that Sanballat was to build a temple similar to that in Jerusalem. 66 We cannot be certain of the immediate effect on the Samaritans of the destruction of their temple. In the short term it is probable that after a brief lapse the pilgrim festivals which were normally observed on the mountain continued to be observed. logical evidence leaves us in no doubt that the Samaritan t4qevo; was overbuilt by Hadrian and their temple site lost to them.70 It is likely that from time to time, whenever it was possible, they continued an abbreviated form of sacrificial rite in the ruins of their temple, for as noted, the site itself was not lost to them until the time when Hadrian's engineers used the foundation structures as the platform for his new temple.7' An episode recorded by Josephus would speak for such a continuity.
Josephus freely admitted that the Samaritan temple was the "temple of the God Most
Josephus relates72 that during the revolutionary wars in July 67, a substantial group of Samaritans ascended Mt. Gerizim. The Romans interpreted this gathering as a hostile threat, surrounded the mountain, and after a "siege" of two days, put the gathering to death, killing nearly twelve thousand men. It is apparent that the Samaritans were unprepared for war; while they were armed, they had neither supplies nor water. We are informed that some of them died of thirst. The day of the gathering, the thirteenth of July, cannot have been a holy day, for the only day of such nature which falls in July is the ninth of Av.73 We must assume then that Josephus is correct in attributing a hostile intent to the Samaritans and in stating that they ascended the mountain for some sort of religious ceremonial, perhaps a sacrificial rite, before going into battle, and were caught before their preparations were complete. In support of this view we must note that there is no identifiable trace of a Samaritan liturgy developing until the time of Amram Darrah in the fourth century CE, yet a liturgy would surely have developed in the five centuries between Hyrcanus' destruction of the temple and Amram Darrah if there had been no sacrificial worship on the mountain.
We may also assume that the Samaritans looked for a restoration of their temple. Not being exempt from the eschatological currents which were wracking the Jewish world at the time, they pilgrimage to Gerizim. Josephus, in AJ 13.256, seems to imply that the Samaritans were still using the ruins of the temple. It is probable that the expectation of the restoration of their own temple prevented the Samaritans from sharing the ambivalence of the Essenes and of the Christians to the Jerusalem temple. While the Essenes turned their back on the Jerusalem temple but hoped for its restoration under a legitimate priesthood, and the early Christians gradually espoused the idea of a world without a physical temple, the Samaritans appeared never to have abandoned their hope of restoration. It is true that the loss of the temple may well have lead the Samaritans, like Essenes and Christians, in the direction of seeing themselves as a spiritual temple, but the tradition of themselves as a spiritual temple never became fully blown. We are aware that the Samaritans prayed facing towards Gerizim and that when they pronounced a blessing they did so in the name of Gerizim,79 subsuming to themselves a form of spirituality. However, the use of the name Gerizim shows that their attitude to their own temple never changed even after its destruction. On the other hand we can see that their view of the continued existence of a house of worship in Jerusalem was one of jealousy which led to hostility. They despised the Jerusalem temple and did their best to pollute it. 77 Contrary to the oft stated view that the Samaritans believed in no prophet other than Moses and were therefore different from the Jews, John 4:19 indicates that the Samaritans did assume that there were prophets other than Moses, unless the woman was being totally cynical in speaking with Jesus. Jesus' statement in response to the woman would speak against such a cynical interpretation. Justin Martyr also noted that the Samaritans were expecting a Messiah. There had, of course, long been a tradition of sacred things being buried on the mountain, even though those things were idols. The tradition is based on the account in Gen 35:4 of Jacob hiding the teraphim stolen by Rachel from Laban under the oak which was by Shechem. Joseph Heinemann ("Polemics," pp. 57-69) draws our attention to the version of this verse in Midrash ha-Gadol, "And Jacob hid them under the terebinth which was by Mt. Gerizim." With such a long-standing tradition of sacra buried on the mountain it is scarcely surprising that there developed an eschatological association along the lines described. We are informed of two incidents which demonstrate their exacerbation with Jerusalem.80 Josephus8' relates the story of the Samaritans who entered the temple on the eve of Passover and scattered human bones in it, thus rendering it unclean, and we must assume, contaminating the priests, who were unable to go near the dead for fear of contamination. The incident, which happened in the procuratorship of Coponius, may have been triggered by harsh treatment of the Samaritans, but the fact that the episode happened on the Passover suggests some sort of resentment of the fact that the Samaritan temple was gone, whereas the Jews were able to celebrate the Passover in their own sacred place.82 The Samaritan Chronicle83 relates that the Samaritans substituted rats or mice in a cage of doves being carried to Jerusalem as temple (freewill) offerings and that these rats polluted the temple. There is no verification of the story from any other source, but it bespeaks the hostility of the Samaritans to the Jerusalem temple. We must also note the account of the Samaritans interfering with the fire signals,84 although it has been argued that this was not deliberate interference to confuse the Jews of Babylon as to the date of the festival but a Samaritan signal to their own diaspora that was misread by the Jewish community in Babylon.
The physical manifestations of the hostility of the Samaritans to the temple almost certainly arose from the jealous passions caused by the loss of their own altar and tabernacle and from their consciousness that Gerizim was a rival to Mt. Zion and Jerusalem. When the Jerusalem temple was lost to the Judaeans, and Judaean eschatological expectations were dealt a fatal blow with the death of R. Akiba and Bar Kokhba and the persecutions consequent on the failure of the revolt, we begin to note an increase in the polemical writings relating to the rivalry, that is, from the middle 80 We should be wary of adopting the view that attacks on the temple showed hostility to the Jews of Judaea. Rather, it shows no more than a particular attitude to the temple. 81 AJl8.30. 82 Montgomery (Samaritans, p. 85) takes the difficult sequel in this story in Josephus to mean that the Samaritans were henceforth banned from the temple worship, whereas they had not been so banned before. Such a reading is entirely against the tenor of the opening words of the account that the Samaritans had admitted themselves by stealth.
83 Stenhouse ed. chapter 34. 84 mRH 1.3.
of the second century CE onwards. It is evident that the rivalry was kept within reasonable bounds until this period. It is possible that the Samaritans saw a manifestation of divine activity in this second subjugation of Judaea (though they were not exempt from the suffering of the Hadrianic persecutions) when the Judaeans were placed on an equal footing with themselves. Their claim to superiority within the Jewish world might appear to have been justified by events. The personae mentioned in the aggadic polemics against the Samaritans all seem to have lived in the late second century.85 The intensity of the polemic has led some scholars to argue that the Samaritans took no part in the struggles against the Romans at this time or that they even supported the Romans against the Judaeans.86 This view is supported by the statement of R. Abbahu that "thirteen towns were absorbed by the Cutheans in the days of Hadrian's persecutions."87 The truth is that we do not know whether the Samaritans took part in that revolt or not, although there is every likelihood that the Samaritans did take up arms against the Romans independently of the Jews.88 We do know that Hadrian built a pagan temple on Gerizim, turned Neapolis into a it6kXt, and forbade Samaritan Jews to perform circumcision. Eusebius points to Samaritan participation in the revolt in his Theophany, "These two mountains (Gerizim and Jerusalem) were destroyed and besieged in the days of Titus 85 The polemics are listed by Heinemann ("Anti-Samaritan Polemics") who attempts no chronological differentiation between matters recorded. However, analysis of the names of the tannaim in his study indicates that they were either survivors of the Bar Kokhba revolt or that they lived within the generation which followed. The Samaritan evidence, as the external evidence, supports Schiffman's conclusions.90 The increase in polemic was due to the fact that they were again on a par with the Judaeans.9' Both groups had lost their temple, both were persecuted by the Romans, both were in straitened economic circumstances. Perhaps the Samaritans were in a slightly better position than the Judaeans for they still had immediate eschatological expectations which the Jews had not.92 The evidence points to this period as the time when they began to make additions to the Pentateuch text in order to emphasize their claim, an activity which Eleazar ben Simeon regarded as fruitless, for the texts spoke for themselves in favor of the identification of Gerizim-Bethel-Moreh.93
The evidence leads us to believe that it was the aftermath of the antipathy of Samaritans and Jews, and later rabbinic sources confirm that there was a clear breach between them, there is reason to suggest that the cementing bond was stronger than the centrifugal force at least until the second century CE, and the ties were not broken until the third century. Throughout the first century the Samaritans were no less Jews than the Essenes and the early Christians, Jews bound by the Torah, both oral and written, and a form of the written Torah at that which was well established and is represented at Qumran (4Q Palaeo ExM, llQ Palaeo Lev) among types of the MT and types of the LXX. Samaritan observance of the written Torah was both known and widely accepted though there was some suspicion of their oral Torah. That Samaritan oral law has considerable antiquity is made clear by the statement that where Jewish halakhah derives directly from the Torah the Samaritans would observe the halakhah in a similar way and their observance is reliable and is acceptable to the Jews. However, where Jewish halakhah is based only on oral tradition the Samaritan halakhah will deviate, as they too will have a tradition in this matter and it will be different. Implicit in these arguments is the clear fact that the Samaritan Torah version was regarded as a reliable source of halakhah and was not to be lightly set aside or viewed with the same suspicion as expressed by the amoraim, who spoke of the Samaritan version as being corrupt.
What caused this change of attitude to the Samaritan version and to the Samaritans themselves so that they were no longer accepted as Torah Jews? What caused the hardening of rabbinic attitudes to the Samaritans and their exclusion from the status of Jews?
In summary I argue that there was a complex of causes which sparked the final schism between Judaean and Samaritan, but the trigger might well have been a single factor, namely, the development of heretical rather than schismatic Samaritanism with a separate Pentateuch which included the specific characteristics which we come to recognize as Samaritan, the development of a chain of synagogues, and the establishment of a liturgy and a series that the severance from the Sadducees did not take place until the conquest of Shechem by Hyrcanus (see his English summary, p. xvii). The rabbinic evidence is clearly against both conclusions, and an alternative solution which accounts for the evidence is needed.
of Midrash schools for the development of the Samaritan halakhah. These developments, which were parallel with the work of the tannaim began under the aegis of the Samaritan hero, Baba Rabba.
It is the accepted truism in scholarly literature that Baba should be assigned to the fourth century, but the Samaritan Chronicles put him in the third century and make him a younger contemporary of Judah ha-Nasi, living at about the same time as Origen, whose Hexapla took note of the Samaritan Pentateuch.95 The events of the chronicles would seem to place the beginning of Baba's career in the interregnum in Palestine between 235 and 238 CE, when the country was threatened by border tribes, and it continued through the reign of Gordianus who fought the Persians in 243.96
The their masoretic tradition about the copying of the Pentateuch. We must also note some changes in the larger towns where the Samaritans had large minorities which caused the amoraim to change their attitudes toward them.
It was the Samaritan council which changed the face of Samaritanism in the period of Baba Rabba and allowed the Diaspora to expand. The Samaritan Chronicles make it clear that their function was not only to dispense justice and advise the people in the portion of Palestina Prima to which each counselor was allotted but also to guide the people in the interpretation of the halakhah and to teach them the law.97 We are told that Baba sought out the members of the council who had survived the preceding troubled years under the Roman emperors and set about reconstituting the council.98 Abii'l Fath's text states that there were seven counselors (hukama'), of whom three were priests and four were laymen. These seven served as peripatetic instructors and notaries public to the Samaritan communities in the district which each of them supervised.99 The revival of the council by Baba was followed by the building of a number of synagogues in those parts of Palestina Prima in which there were strong concentrations of Samaritans. '?? 97 The role of the Samaritan council is discussed in detail in my "Samaritan Religion in the Fourth Century, NTT41.1 (1986): 29-47 (pp. 42-44). In addition to that discussion one should note that there was a leader of the community, termed in bSanh 90a "the Patriarch of the Samaritans," in a context which places him in the second century CE. We must assume that this Patriarch was the head of the Samaritan Council which existed in the time of Josephus and which was recognized by the Romans as having authority over the Samaritans. We may expect that a synagogue was also built in Beth Shean/ Scythopolis in Palestine, where there was a group of officiating priests but no synagogue, and in Nebo/ Siyagha in Moab,'0' which was on the frontier of Palestina Prima. 102 These synagogues were built not only as places of worship in the regions beyond the immediate reach of Mt. Gerizim but were also to serve as the centers of Samaritan scholarship and law-giving-they functioned like the local midrash schools of the Jewish synagogues, for according to Abui'l Fath each of the synagogues had "a place ... in the southern part.. . so that anyone with a personal problem could ask the hukama' about it and be given a sound answer."'103 In other words, the synagogue was to serve the local community for the interpretation of the law and the development of the halakhah. The counselor was in the position of the hakham (sage) in the rabbinic tradition of the period.
We may assume that part of the activity of the Samaritan sages was not only the fixing and teaching of the halakhah104 but also the establishing of a canonical text of the Samaritan Pentateuch and of the traditions by which it was to be copied. There is reasonable 109 See Dexinger, "Limits of Tolerance," p. 108. In his Hexapla Origen referred to the Samaritikon and a debate has been conducted since then as to whether this was simply a reference to the Samaritan Hebrew Pentateuch or to an independent Greek version. Glaue and Rahlfs appeared to have settled the argument about the existence of an independent Greek version with their discovery of the Giessen papyri which preserved fragments of a Greek text of Deut 24-29 which they claimed was from the Samaritikon as it represented a tradition rather different from the Septuagint and apparently that of the Samaritans. The fundamental reason for the identification of these fragments as part of the Samaritikon was the reading of Gerizim in Deut 4 in place of Ebal, that is, the Samaritan version of this verse. In addition to this there is agreement in Deut 25:7-8 between the Samaritan Targum and these fragments in a form which seems to indicate that the Greek fragments were drawn from a Samaritan milieu. All things considered, Glaue and Rahlfs date the text before the days of Origen on the ground that the Hexapla quotes the Samaritikon, but they indicate that the dependence on the Septuagint apparent in the fragments (though they maintain that the text is far enough from the Septuagint to indicate an independent translation) would argue for a text younger than the Septuagint. They decline to offer a more precise dating than this for they argue that the provenance of the fragments (which were found in Egypt) leads to no conclusion, because the translation itself may have been done elsewhere, where Greek and Samaritan lived in close proximity. Although Emanuel Tov has argued that the fragments represent a revision of the Septuagint rather than being drawn from the Samaritikon, Noja suggests that not only are the Giessen fragments part of the Samaritikon that they there may well be other fragments in existence that have been improperly identified and which will come to be identified as the Samaritikon in due time. Bruce Waltke supports Glaue and Rahlfs' conclusions and adds the additional argument that the Samaritan Pentateuch reached its final form before the time of Origen (on this date see below). At this time the evidence is inconclusive, and we cannot argue strongly that the Giessen papyri are parts of a Samaritan manuscript. that the Samaritan tendency to remove anthropomorphisms in the Pentateuch came about under the influence of the fusion of Samaritan and Hellenistic cultures, and that their hermeneutic style developed in an Aramaic milieu and follows the Septuagint-it does not precede it."0 Macuch concludes that the Samaritan Pentateuch was fixed over a period that extended into the first Christian centuries."' We might supplement Macuch's conclusions with the observation that while the Samaritan Qumran materials may have been proto-Samaritan, they were not the Samaritan version in the forms in which it is now known.112 The Samaritan version took shape, to be formulated in the fashion in which we find it today, at some time after the Qumran site was deserted, for there is no other evidence from Qumran of this version. In other words, we are looking at the period between 135 CE and Origen's citation of the Samaritikon which would put us squarely into the period of intensive activity in Baba's lifetime. One contrary argument to these conclusions might be indicated by Stephen's speech in Acts, which appears to draw upon the Samaritan Pentateuch, giving the impression that the Samaritan Pentateuch was in existence at that time. However, a recent reexamination of the evidence testifies against sion that the Samaritan Pentateuch was in existence at that time. However, a recent reexamination of the evidence testifies against 
